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Dear  Mr.  Kenney: 

This  letter  is  a  statement  of  findings  and  conditions  by  the 
Department  with  respect  to  the  Park  Plaza  proposal  now  before  it. 

The  Department  herein  makes,  in  accordance  with  section  48  of 
Chapter  121B  of  the  General  Laws,  findings  that  the  Park  Plaza 
urban  renewal  plan  is  based  upon  a  local  survey  and  conforms  to  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole,  that  the  project 
area  would  not  by  private  enterprise  alone  and  without  either 
government  subsidy  or  the  exercise  of  governmental  powers  be  made 
available  for  urban  renewal,  that  the  proposed  land  uses  and  building 
requirements  in  the  project  area  will  afford  maximum  opportunity  to 
privately  financed  urban  renewal  consistent  with  the  sound  needs  of 
the  locality  as  a  whole,  that  the  project  area  is  a  decadent  area,  that 
the  urban  renewal  plan  is  sufficiently  complete  as  required  by  section 
one,  and  that  the  relocation  plan  has  been  approved  under  Chapter  79A. 
Further,  the  Department  herein  makes,  in  accordance  with  section  61 
of  Chapter  30  of  the  General  Laws,  a  finding  describing  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  project  and  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures  have 
been  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  said  impact. 


It  is  important  to  note  that  this  letter  does  not,  however,  constitute 
an  approval  or  a  disapproval  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  pursuant 
to  section  48  of  Chapter  121B  of  the  General  Laws.   The  Department  is 
prepared  to  make  the  one  remaining  finding  that  the  financial  plan  is 
sound,  if  the  BRA  takes  one  further  step:  within  ten  days  it  submit  to 
the  Department  a  further  supplement  to  the  Letter  of  Intent,  as 
provided  below,  in  a  form  satisfactory  to  the  Department.   If  this  is  done., 
the  Department  then  can  find  that  the  financial  plan  is  sound  and, 
consequently,  can  issue  a  conditional  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban 
renewal  plan  pursuant  to  said  section  48. 
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Beyond  the  findings  herein  made  and  the  statement  of  the  procedure 
for  obtaining  the  Department's  approval  of  the  urban  renewal  plan,  this 
letter  sets  forth,  solely  for  the  purpose  of  informing  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  Boston  Urban  Associates,  and  the  public  of  the 
Department's  position  with  respect  to  additional  controls  on  implementation 
of  the  plan,  two  sets  of  conditions  subsequent,  one  relating  to  matters 
concerning  compliance  with  the  state's  Environmental  Policy  Act  and 
one  relating  to  Departmental  approval  of  changes  in  certain  vital  documents 
already  submitted  by  the  BRA.   The  Department  contemplates  attaching 
such  conditions  to  an  approval  of  the  plan  if  such  should  be  forth- 
coming. 

Our  findings  are  as  follows: 


THE  DEPARTMENT  CONCURS  THAT  THE  PLANNING  BOARD  FOR  THE  CITY  OF  BOSTON  HAS 
FOUND  THAT  THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN  IS  BASED  UPON  A  LOCAL  SURVEY  AND  CONFORMS 
TO  A  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN  FOR  THE  LOCALITY  AS  A  WHOLE. 


THE  PROJECT  AREA  WOULD  NOT  By  PRIVATE  ENTERPRISE  ALONE  AND  WITHOUT  EITHER 


GOVERNMENT  SUBSIDY  OR  THE  EXERCISE  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  POWERS  BE  MADE  AVAILABLE 


FOR  URBAN  RENEWAL. 


Based  on  supporting  documentation  submitted  by  the  BRA  and  testimony  at 
the  Park  Plaza  public  hearing  with  reference  to  existing  conditions  in 
Parcels  A,  B,  C,  D  and  E  including  the  existence  of  buildings  which  are 
out  of  repair,  physically  deteriorated,  obsolete  and  in  need  of  major 
maintenance  or  repair  and  further  including  evidence  concerning  the 
diversity  of  ownership,  irregular  lot  sizes  and  obsolete  street  patterns 
which  make  it  improbable  that  the  area  will  be  redeveloped  by  the  ordinary 
operations  of  private  enterprise  and  further  including  supporting  documentation 
and  testimony  with  respect  to  the  decline  of  business  and  economic  conditions 
in  the  project  area  as  evidenced  by  an  increase  in  vacant  office  and  retail 
space,  the  Department  finds  that  the  project  area  would  not  by  private 
enterprise  alone  and  without  either  government  subsidy  or  the  exercise  of 
governmental  powers  be  made  available  for  urban  renewal. 


THE  PROPOSED  LAND  USES  AND  BUILDING  REQUIREMENTS  IN  THE  PROJECT  AREA  WILL 
AFFORD  MAXIMUM  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRIVATELY -FINANCED  URBAN  RENEWAL  CONSISTENT 
WITH  THE  SOUND  NEEDS  OF  THE  LOCALITY  AS  A  WHOLE. 


In  the  Department's  consideration  of  urban  renewal  plans  the  finding 
that  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  sound  needs  of  the  local- 
ity has  traditionally  been  interpreted  to  include  an  assessment  of  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposal  on  the  surrounding  areas.  This  con- 
cern is  a  legitimate  and  essential  part  of  any  such  finding;  however,  the 
recently-imposed  requirements  of  section  61,  chapter  30  of  the  General  Laws 
provide  the  vehicle  for  a  more  comprehensive  and  conclusive  analysis  of 
environmental  impact.   Thus,  this  finding  will  not  include  a  consideration 
of  environmental  impact  as  it  is  defined  in  section  61,  chapter  30.   Rather, 
the  Department  here  will  examine  the  plan  as  it  affects  Boston's  economic 
development,  housing,  and  fiscal  needs.   Of  similar  importance  in  this 
finding  is  the  plan's  relation  to  the  city's  unique  and  vital  neighbor- 
hoods which  adjoin  the  project  area — Beacon  Hill,  Bay  Village,  the  South 
End,  and  the  Back  Bay. 

As  specified  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  between  the  BRA  and  BUA,  the 
developer  agreed  to  pay  the  Authority  an  amount  equal  to  the  costs  of  land 
acquisition,  fifty  percent  of  the  cost  of  relocation,  and  the  full  cost 
of  demolition.   In  addition,  the  developer  agrees  to  pay  for  certain  plan- 
ning and  administrative  expenses  incurred  by  the  BRA  as  a  result  of  the 
Park  Plaza  plan.   The  developer's  financial  commitment  also  extends  to  an 
agreement  as  stated  in  the  supplemental  Letter  of  Intent  "to  devote  at 
least  one  percent  of  construction  cost  to  beautify  the  Boston  Common  and 
Public  Garden."   As  indicated  in  the  Financial  Plan  submitted  as  part  of 
the  proposal's  supporting  documentation,  the  developer  through  private 
financing  intends  to  construct  the  following: 

a.  a  hotel  of  approximately  300  rooms 

b.  a  parking  garage  containing  over  3,000  spaces 

c.  approximately  1,500  units  of  "middle  and  upper  middle 
income"  housing 

d.  approximately  500,000  square  feet  for  retail  use 

e.  a  major  office  building. 

Based  on  these  proposals  and  considered  in  relation  to  other  develop- 
ments in  the  city,  the  Department  finds  that  the  proposed  land  uses  and 
building  requirements  will  afford  maximum  opportunity  to  privately- 
financed  urban  renewal. 

To  counter  the  increasing  loss  of  blue -collar  and  industrial  jobs  from 
the  control  city,  the  city  of  Boston  has  promoted  the  creation  of  new 
jobs  in  the  financial,  retail,  office  work,  and  service  sectors.   It 
is  clear  that  efforts  to  develop  service  sector  jobs  especially  must  be 
encouraged  by  both  city  and  state  agencies  if  Boston  is  not  to  experience 


a  significant  net  decrease  in  employment  opportunities  in  the  near  future. 
The  Park  Plaza  plan  vri.ll  generate  substantial  numbers  of  new  jobs,  both 
short-term  and  permanent,  for  downtown  Boston;  the  proposed  office  space 
alone  will  produce  approximately  8,000  jobs,  and  other  components  of  the 
plan  will  add  to  this  figure. 

In  recent  years  the  city  of  Boston  has  pursued  a  policy  of  attempting 
to  attract  middle  and  upper  income  residents  back  into  the  city.   The  Park 
Plaza  plan  compliments  this  strategy  by  proposing   the  construction  of  about 
1,500  units  of  middle  and  upper  income  housing  in  the  Park  Square  area.   The 
Letter  of  Intent  and  Supplemental  Letter  of  Intent  further  provide  for 
350  units  of  much-needed  low  and  moderate  income  housing.   The  location  of 
approximately  1,750  units  of  new  housing  in  an  area  of  the  city  which  has 
never  been  predominantly  residential  will  provide  additional  focus  and  re- 
inforcement for  the  city's  downtown  residential  attractiveness  of  the  core 
area. 

The  BRA  has  submitted  a  document,  "Park  Plaza:   Costs  and  Benefits," 
as  an  analysis  of  the  fiscal  costs  and  benefits  of  the  proposed  project 
for  the  city  and  the  Commonwealth.   The  Department  has  carefully  exam- 
ined this  analysis  and  has  determined  that  one  of  its  major  assumptions  is 
unacceptable.   The  Department  finds  the  assumption  that  all  of  the  users 
of  the  proposed  facilities  in  Park  Plaza — businesses,  residents,  and  shop- 
pers— will  be  new  to  the  region  is  a  faulty  and  improbable  prediction. 
This  assumption  has  greatly  inflated  the  estimate  of  benefits  in  the  document 
and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  the  estimate  of  costs.   Notwithstanding  this  in- 
correct assumption,  the  Department  is  satisfied  that  the  fiscal  benefits 
to  the  city  and  and  the  Commonwealth  should  outweigh  the  estimated  costs. 

The  finding  that  a  proposed  urban  renewal  plan  meets  the  sound  needs 
of  the  locality  as  a  whole  is,  of  course,  a  subjective  finding,  and  the 
Department  in  making  its  determination  may  rely  on  the  judgment  of  local 
officials  who  represent  the  diverse  interests  of  the  entire  community. 
Park  Plaza  has  been  endorsed  by  all  of  the  major  relevant  local  insti- 
tutions— the  municipal  planning  board,  the  city  council,  and  the  Mayor. 
In  addition,  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  city's  comprehensive 
plan  entitled,  "General  Plan  for  the  City  of  Boston:   1965-1975." 

For  the  above  reasons,  the  Department  finds  that  the  Park  Plaza  urban 
renewal  plan  as  discussed  in  the  supporting  documentation  is  consistent 
with  the  sound  needs  of  the  locality. 


FINANCIAL  SOUNDNESS   • 

In  considering  this  finding,  the  Department  has  been  confronted  for 
the  first  time  with  the  practical  requirements  of  privately-financed  ur- 
ban renewal.   However,  as  in  its  review  of  any  urban  renewal  plan,  the 
role  of  the  Department  is  to  determine  that  the  benefits  set  forth  in 
the  urban  renewal  plan  and  supporting  documentation  are  likely  to  mater- 
ialize within  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 

In  the  case  of  federal  and  state-aided  urban  renewal  projects,  the 
financial  determination  is  invariably  made  on  the  basis  of  commitments 
from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  or  from  this  Depart- 
ment and  the  participating  municipality  that  sufficient  funds  are  available 
to  meet  the  estimated  costs  of  land  acquisition,  relocation,  demolition, 
and  any  proposed  public  improvements.   Such  plans  also  propose  a  land 
writedown  which  is  fair  and  equitable  so  as  to  make  the  development  of 
the  proposed  land  uses  feasible  and  also  to  require  fair  compensation 
from  participating  developers  to  the  renewal  agency.   These  conditions 
represent  the  test  of  a  sound  financial  plan  for  federal  and  state-aided 
urban  renewal;  when  these  conditions  exist,  the  Department  can  find  that 
a  financial  plan  for  publicly-financed  urban  renewal  is  sound. 

In  the  case  of  privately-financed  urban  renewal,  there  are  no  federal 
of  state  funds  available  to  pay  for  planning,  acquisition,  relocation,  and 
demolition  to  provide  the  necessary  writedown.   Instead,  as  in  the  instance 
of  Park  Plaza,  there  are  City  funds  which  provide  an  initial  subsidy  to 
get  the  project  started.   The  developer,  in  this  instance  Boston  Urban 
Associates,  commits  start-up  funds  for  project  planning  and  a  certain 
amount  of  equity  for  financing  the  first  development  stage. 

Based  on  this  discussion  of  privately-financed  urban  renewal,  it  is 
evident  that  the  standard  of  soundness  of  a  financial  plan  is  substantially 
the  same  as  that  for  federal  or  state-aided  urban  renewal:   the  benefits 
contemplated  in  the  urban  renewal  plan  must  be  likely  to  materialize 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.   The  measures  of  this  standard,  how- 
ever, necessarily  must  be  different  for  privately-financed  urban  renewal 
than  they  have  been  for  federal  and  state-aided  urban  renewal.   It  is  not 
possible  to  expect  a  guarantee  of  financing  from  a  private  developer  for 
all  proposed  activities  prior  to  approval  under  Section  43  of  Chapter  121B 
as  has  been  the  requirement  with  respect  to  federal  or  state-sponsored 
renewal. 

The  tradeoffs  of  relying  on  private  financing  are  evident.   The  pub- 
lic is  forfeiting  an  absolute  guarantee  of  funding  for  the  front-end  im- 
provements in  urban  renewal — acquisition,  relocation,  and  demolition — and 
substituting  in  its  place  the  measure  of  reasonable  likelihood.   On  the 
other  hand,  to  the  public  benefit  it  is  avoiding  the  cost  of  a  direct 
frleral  or  state  subsidy  for  the  project  and  requiring  a  substantially 
greater  commitment  and  risk  of  the  private  sector.   Furt termor e,  in  the 
case  of  federal  and  state-sponsored  renewal,  there  is  rarely  any  knowledge 
of  the  eventual  private  developer (s)  or  of  the  specific  improvements  that 
will  be  undertaken  in  the  area  to  5>e  redeveloped.   By  contrast,  in  privately- 
sponsored  renewal,  a  developer  is  tentatively  designated  at  the  time  of 
state  review  ana  certain  information  is  known  about  the  developer's  equity 
position,  reputation,  and  intentions  for  the  project  area. 


Fully  aware  of  these  conditions,  and  recognizing  its  responsibility 
by  law  to  find  that  the  benefits  of  the  Park  Plaza  plan  are  likely  to  be 
realized  and  the  costs  of  renewal  minimized,  the  Department  has  set  forth 
the  following  criteria  as  measures  of  a  sound  privately-sponsored  financial 
plan: 

1.  that  the  development  entity  has  the  reputation  and  professional 
capacity  to  carry  the  project  through  to  completion; 

2.  that  the  development  entity's  equity  commitment  is  sufficient  to 
acquire  financing  for  the  first  development  stage  of  the  project; 

3.  that  no  land  will  be  acquired  without  an  equity  commitment  which 
meets  the  previous  condition  and  without  also  a  firm  commitment  of 
financing  for  all  established  acquisition  and  relocation  costs  and 
all  estimated  costs  for  demolition  and  the  proposed  public  and  pri- 
vate improvements; 

4.  that  a  market  exists  for  the  private  improvements  proposed  by 
the  project,  provided  that  if  such  a  market  does  not  exist  at  the 
time  of  state  approval,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  such  a  mar- 
ket does  not  materialize,  the  objectives  of  the  urban  renewal  plan  and 
the  public  interest  will  not  be  significantly  jeopardized  by  such  a 
condition; 

5.  that  in  the  event  that  a  designated  developer  does  not  have  the 
staying  power  to  meet  the  development  schedule ,  the  urban  renewal 
agency  has  the  absolute  right  to  eliminate  the  developer  and  return 
to  the  marketplace  of  developers  by  inviting  new  development  entities 
to  undertake  redevelopment  activities; 

6.  that  property  owners  in  the  project  area  are  provided  fair  com- 
pensation for  their  property. 

The  financial  plan  for  Park  Plaza  is  a  bold  and  innovative  attempt 
to  accomplish  massive  downtown  renewal  while  limiting  the  downside  risk 
to  the  development  entity.   The  result  for  Boston  could  be  downtown  renew- 
al of  highest  quality  at  the  lowest  price  and  risk  for  itself.  By  "par- 
cellizing"  portions  of  the  project  area  internally  with  maximum  flexibility 
and  proceeding  according  to  his  own  schedule,  the  redeveloper  never  risks 
more  "exposure"  than  his  equity  and  other  reserves  can  tear.   Financing 
for  each  parcel  is  secured  through  varying  combinations  of  debt  and  equity 
with  much  of  the  developer's  equity  "rolled  over"  from  stage-to-stage  and 
parcel-to-parcel  as  the  development  proceeds. 

In  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan,  Urban  proposes  to  divide  Stage  I 
(parcels  A,  B,  and  C)  into  six  sub-stages.   Construction  in  the  final  sixth 
sub-stage  is  scheduled  to  begin  within  seven  years  aftei.  che  first  stage 
begins.   The  other  sub-stages  are  to  begin  at  sjoecified  immediate  inter- 
vals.  In  a  project  with  many  phases,  such  as  Park  Plaza,  one  can  assume 
if  the  development  proceeds  according  to  plan,  that  the  front  end  money 
for  later  phases  can  be  obtained  from  some  of  the  profits  and  equity  gen- 
erated from  earlier  phases.   Thus,  the  availability  of  financing  for  Urban' £ 
share  of  the  costs  of  acquicition,  relocation,  and  demolition,  as  well  as 


the  proposed  improvements  in  development  stages  B  through  F,  will  depend 
primarily  upon  Ur ban's  success  in  carrying  out  the  proposed  activities 
in  stage  A  in  order  to  build  equity  and  investor  confidence  and  to  commence 
the  return  of  profits  to  the  developer  to  finance  these  later  stages  in 
the  development.   Similarly,  the  likelihood  of  funds  being  available  for 
financing  the  proposed  benefits  scheduled  for  stages  C  through  F  will  depend 
substantially  on  the  success  of  the  developer  in  carrying  out  his  construction 
commitment  in  substages  A  and  B,  and  so  forth. 

With  this  developmental  framework  in  mind,  it  is  possible  to  apply 
the  criteria  for  financial  soundness  of  a  privately-sponsored  urban  re- 
newal plan  discussed  earlier  to  the  practical  realities  of  the  Park  Plaza 
situation.   Put  simply,  the  application  of  this  standard  is,  allow  the 
developer  freedom  to  put  the  initial  stage  together  and  supervise  all 
subsequent  financing  and  land  disposition  arrangements  which  must  nec- 
essarily occur  several  years  from  development  of  the  initial  stage.   To 
this  must  be  added  the  requirement  that  the  developer  cannot  be  allowed 
to  "land  bank"  the  entire  project  area--that  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  must  be  able  to  exercise  its  option,  an  option  v/hich  it  does 
not  have  at  present,  to  remove  this  development  entity,  should  it  fail 
to  perform,  and  replace  it  with  a  new  redeveloper  (s) . 

Before  enumerating  the  specific  conditions  in  this  finding  v/hich 
vould  be  required  to  elicit  a  finding  of  "financial  soundness"  from  the 
Department  with  respect  to  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  the  Depart- 
ment wishes  to  record  that,  in  evaluating  the  soundness  of  the  financial  plan 
for  this  development,  it  takes  cognizance  of  the  following  documentation, 
oral  and  written. 

1.  The  financial  plan  presented  provides  that  the  Redevelopment 
Authority  will  not  commence  land  acquisition  in  any  stage  until  it 
has  in  hand  cash  or  a  firm  financial  commitment  furnished  by  the 
developer  in  a  form  satisfactory  to  the  Director  to  cover  the  costs 
of  acquisition,  demolition,  and  relocation. 

2.  The  development  entity  has  expressed  its  confidence  and  commit- 
ment to  this  project  by  way  of  an  estimate  to  date  of  approximately 
$800,000. 

3.  The  development  entity  has  committed  itself,  by  letter  to  this 
Department,  by  letter  to  the  City  Council,  and  at  testimony  in  various 
public  hearings  to  invest  an  additional  $6,000,000  in  equity  funds. 

4.  The  city  of  Boston,  by  vote  of  its  City  Council,  is  committed 
to  a  6,800,000  lean  for  public  streets  and  utilities  in  the  project 
area. 

5.  Market  surveys  for  residential,  commercial,  retail,  and  hotel 
uses  prepared  by  Gladstone  Associates  and  others  support  the  market 
analysis  submitted  2iy  the  developer  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority. 

6.  Additional  supporting  documentation  in  a  standard  form  denoting 
"interest"  in  the  form  of  letters  from  such  reputable  and  respected 


financial  institutions  as  White  Weld  and  Company,  Eastman  Dillan, 
Connecticut  General,  Morgan  Guaranty  Trust,  Wells  Fargo  National 
Bank,  State  Street  Bank,  and  the  First  National  Bank  of  Boston  has 
—  been  received  Lv  the  Department.  Each  of  these  letters;  1)  expressed 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  development  entity  to  undertake 
a  complex  project  of  the  approximate  magnitude,  and  2)  manifested 
the  typical  cautions  and  hedged  posture  of  such  financial  insti- 
tutions relative  to  the  provision  of  financial  commitments  to  pro- 
jects of  this  type.   With  varying  degrees  of  fervor,  all  of  these 
institutions,  among  the  most  respected  and  prestigious  financial 
houses  in  the  Nation,  evinced  "interest"  in  participating  in  the  fi- 
nancing arrangements  for  the  project.   It  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  these  institutions  would  provide  an  adequate  pool  for  constuction 
and/or  permanent  financing. 

The  Department  has  carefully  reviewed  and  examined  documentation 
relative  to  the  development  entity's  financial  capabilities  and  is  satis- 
fied as  to  his  abilities  to  undertake  this  development  subject  to  safe- 
guards hereinafter  provided. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  considerations  the  Department  is  prepared  to 
make  the  finding  that  the  financial  plan  is  sound  if,  within  10  days 
folio ving  the  date  of  this  letter,  the  Authority  and  Urban  execute  and 
deliver  to  the  Department  a  further  supplement  to  the  Letter  of  Intent  in 
a  form  satisfactory  to  the  Department  providing  as  follows: 

1.  that  in  the  event  of  any  conflict  between  the  provisions  of  such 
further  supplement  and  the  Letter  of  Intent  of  any  prior  supplement 
thereto,  the  provisions  of  such  further  supplement  shall  govern. 

2.  that  the  minimum  compensation  to  be  paid  in  the  acquisition  of  any 
property,  whether  by  eminent  domain  or  by  private  acquisition,  shall 
be  based  upon  the  averaging  of  two  acquisition  appraisals;  provided 
that,  if  the  higher  appraisal  equals  or  exceeds  150%  of  the  lower 
appraisal,  there  shall  be  three  appraisals.   Where  there  are  three 
appraisals  and  the  second  (later)  appraisal  is  exceeded  by  the  first 
.(earlier)  appraisal,  all  three  appraisals  shall  be  averaged;  and 
where  there  are  three  appraisals  and  the  second  (later)  appraisal 
exceeds  th°  first  (earlier)  appraisal,  the  second  and  third  (latest) 
appraisals  only  shall  be  averaged.   The  property  owner  shall  have 

:  the  option  to  make  his  own  settlement  outside  the  appraisal  process, 
if  such  is  his  desire. 

3.  that,  for  purposes  of  determining  whether  Urban  is  in  default, 
neither  interest  rate  levels  nor  market  conditions  shall  he  deemed 
to  be  "causes  beyond  Ur ban's  reasonable  control." 

4.  that,  following  this  conclusion  of  any  judicial  review  of  any 
Departmental  approval  of  the  plan ,  the  "Development  Schedule  for  the 
Various  Stages  of  Park  Plaza"  shall  be  renegotiated  by  the  BRA  and 
Urban  and  shall  include  a  provision  which  will  provide  the  BRA 
the  option  to  select  a  new  developer  in  the  event  Urban  fails  to 
comply  with  the  schedule.   The  schedule  shall  not  be  changed,  sub- 


sequent  to  the  renegotiation  noted  above,  without  the  prior  approval 
of  the  Department. 

5.  -that,  in  any  case  where  payments  are  to  be  made  in  lieu  of  real 
estate  taxes,  with  reference  to  property  exempt  from  taxation,  the 
amount  per  year  of  any  such  payments  shall  not  be  less  than  the  amount 
which  would  have  been  payable  as  real  estate, -taxes  if  t^he  property 
■fere  not  exempt  from  taxation. 

6.  that  Urban  shall  provide  to  the  Authority  prior  to  any  land 
acquisition  evidence  reasonably  satisfactory  to  the  Director  of  the 
availability  and  commitment  of  construction  financing  for  the  re- 
development of  such  land;  provided  that,  if  the  financing  is  in  the 
form  of  bonding  for  the  residential  or  parking  facilities,  such 
commitment  may  be  in  the  form  of  a  "reasonable  assurance"  from  a 
recognized  investment  banking  firm. 

7.  that  the  MasterLaifd  Disposition  Agreement  shall  provide  that  the 
Department  shall  approve  all  Land  Disposition  Agreements  executed 
after  30  months  from  the  Department's  approval. 

8.  that,  for  these  parcels  for  which  design  development  drawings 
have  not  been  executed  within  30  months  from  the  Department's  ap- 
proval the  Department  will  approve  the'  acquisition  and  financing 
to  the  extent  of  insuring  that  adequate  funds  are  available  to  cover 
estimated  costs  of  acquisition,  demolition,  and  relocation. 

9.  that  any  documents  relating  to  any  payments  or  arrangements  for 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  pursuant  to  chapter  121A  of  the  General 
Lavs,  shall  be  public  documents  available  for  public  scrutiny. 

10.  that  Urban' s  right  to  approve  changes  in  the  plan  shall  extend 
only  to  changes  relating  to  those  parcels  which  have  been  conveyed 
to  Urban. 

11.  that  the  words  "final  and  unconditional  approval,"  wherever   \ 
they  appear  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  or  in  any  supplement  thereto, 
shall  have  no  effect  as  so  appearing  but  shall  be  deemed  to  mean  ap- 
proval, pursuant  to  section  43  of  chapter  121B  of  the  General  Lavs, 
regardless  of  form. 

12.  that,  in  part  1(c)  (ii)  of  the  supplement  to  the  Letter  Of  In- 
tent dated  12  June  1973,  the  words  "undertaking  such  development" 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  stricken. 

The  Department  recognizes  that,  because  it  is  not  a  party  to  the 
Letter  of  Intent  or  any  supplement  thereto,  it  cannot  assume  that  it  has 
the  power  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Letter  of  Intent  or  any  sup- 
plement thereto  against  any  party  or  to  prevent  waiver  of  any  nonper- 
formance of  one  party  by  another  party.   Hovrever ,  the  Department  does  not 
assume  that  the  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  will  arise.   The 
Authority  is  a  public  agency  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  protect- 
ing the  public  interest  by  holding  the  developer  to  his  rightful  obligations, 
both  large  and  small,  during  the  entire  period  of  redevelopment.   With  the 


foregoing  changes  incorporated  in  a  further  supplement  to  the   Letter 
of  Intent,  the  .Authority  will  have  the  tools  to  do  so.   If  the  Author- 
ity fails  to  discharge  this  responsibility  to  the  citizens  of  the  City 
of  Boston  and  the  Commonwealth,  there  are  appropriate  remedies  beyond 
the  terms  of  a  mere  Letter  of  Intent. 


THE  PROJECT  AREA  IS  A  DECADENT,  SUBSTANDARD  OR  OPEN  BLIGHTED  AREA. 

In  the  third  submission  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan  (June, 
1973),  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  has  stated  that  twenty- four 
(24)  out  of  sixty-eight  (68)  buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  snd  C  are  sub- 
standard (SS)  to  a  degree  warranting  clearance.   This  statement  is  supported 
by  documentation  submitted  in  Volume  V.  a.  (Final  Project  Report,  Supporting 
Documentation,  Building  Conditions  Report)  and  Volume  V.  b.  (Building 
Deficiencies  Report,  Park  Plaza  -  Stage  I  as  prepared  by  C.T.  Main,  Inc.) 
of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan  as  submitted  by  the  BRA.   The  BRA  has 
also  stated  that  an  additional  twenty- eight  (28)  out  of  the  sixty- eight  (68) 
buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  warrant  clearance  to  effectively  remove 
existing  blighting  influences. 

On  June  12,  1973,  in  accordance  with  Chapter  30A,  Section  3(3)  of  the 
General  Laws,  the  Department  filed  an  emergency  regulation  with  the 
Secretary  of  State  which  applied  "to  urban  renewal  projects  not  involving 
direct  state  financial  assistance  considered  for  approval  or  approved  by 
the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  pursuant  to  Chapter  121B  of  the  General 
Laws."  The  previously  identified  emergency  regulation  made  Section  XII, 
Project  Planning,  subsection  I,  Area  Eligibility,  of  the  Department's  Rules 
and  Regulations  for  State-aided  Projects  applicable  to  the  Park  Plaza  Urban 
Renewal  Plan. 

The  proposed  treatment  called  for  in  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
is,  with  minor  exceptions,  wholesale  clearance.   Subsection  C,  1-b  of  the 
above- identified  section  of  the  Department's  regulations  puts  forth  the 
following  criteria  for  wholesale  clearance: 

b.    More  than  20%  of  the  buildings  must  be  structurally  substandard  to  a 
degree  requiring  clearance,  and  additional  clearance  in  an  amount 
bringing  the  total  to  more  than  50%  of  the  buildings  must  be  warranted 
to  remove  effectively  such  existing  blighting  influences  as: 

i.  Inadequate  street  layout. 

ii.  Incompatible  uses  or  land  use  relationships. 

iii.  Overcrowding  of  buildings  on  the  land. 

iv.  Excessive  dwelling  unit  density. 

v.  Obsolete  buildings  not  suitable  for  improvement  or  conversion. 

vi.    Other  identified  hazards  to  health  and  safety  and  to  the  general 
well-being  of  the  Community. 

Buildings  classified  as  structurally  substandard  to  a  degree  requiring 
clearance  must  contain  defects  in  structural  elements  and/or  a  com- 
bination of  deficiencies  in  essential   utilities  and  facilities,  light 
and  ventilation,  fire  protection  (including  adequate  egress),  layout 
and  condition  of  interior  portions  or  similar  factors,  which  defects 


and/or  deficiencies  are  of  sufficient  total  significance  to  justify 
clearance. 

The  above  set  of  criteria  is  that  under  which  the  BRA  is  seeking  a 
positive  eligibility  for  clearance  finding  by  the  Department  for  the  proposed 
Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project.   Accordingly,  in  the  language  of  the 
regulations,  the  BRA  has  claimed  (1)  that  thirty-five  and  one-fifth  percent 
(35.2%)  of  the  buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  are  substandard  warranting 
clearance,  and  (2)  that  an  additional  forty-one  and  one-fifth  percent  (41.2%) 
of  the  buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  warrant  clearance  to  effectively 
remove  existing  blighting  influences. 

As  in  the  regulations,  this  report  will  deal  first  with  those  twenty- 
four  (24)  buildings  classified  as  substandard  warranting  clearance  in 
Parcels  A,  B,  and  C.   The  following  is  a  list  of  the  twenty- four  (24)  SS 
buildings  referred  to  above: 


BLOCK 

BUILDING  NO. 
56/4* 

BUILDING  NAME 

CLASSIFICATION 

S2B3B 

Seventh  Inn 

Substandard 

S2B3B 

61/8 

Woman's  Education  & 
Ind.  Union 

Substandard 

S2B3B 

50/9A 

ti 

Substandard 

S2B3B 

48/11,12 

Jack's  Drum  Shop 

Substandard 

S2B3A 

44/3* 

Avis  Rent-a-Car 

Substandard 

394 

128/6* 

Trailways 

Substandard 

394 

7/7 

Trailways 

Substandard 

394 

8/7 

Trailways 

Substandard 

397A 

9/1 

Sarni  Cleaners 

Substandard 

393 

34/17 

Houndstooth  Tavern 

Substandard 

393 

35/18 

Ramrod  Room 

Substandard 

393 

13/26* 

Carl  Fisher  Music 
Company 

Substandard 

393 

15/28* 

Hawiian  Club 

Substandard 

393 

16/29* 

Mansfield  Beauty 

Substandard 

393 

17/30* 

CVS  &  Offices 

Substandard 

393 

19/32 

Restaurant 

Substandard 

BLOCK 


BUILDING  NO. 


BUILDING  NAME 


CLASSIFICATION 


393 


22/34 


393 

23/35* 

393 

24/36* 

393 

25/37 

393 

73/2 

393 

70/5 

393 

69A&B/ 

6A&B 

Anc .  Landmark 
Building 

Tavern  Club 


393 


*Nbte: 


67  /8J- 


Saxon  Theatre 

Grocery  Store 
&  Apartments 
Pizza  Restaurant 
&  Apartments 

1-2-3  Lounge 


Substandard 

Substandard 
Substandard 
Substandard 
Substandard 
Substandard 
Substandard 

Substandard 


These  represent  the  eleven  (11)  buildings  which  have  had  their 
building  condition  classification  changed  since  the  second  sub- 
mission.  The  changes  in  classification  which  took  place  are  as 
follows: 


CHANGE  IN  CLASSIFICATION 
Standard  to  Substandard 
Blighting  Influence  to  Substandard 
Blighting  Influence  to  Substandard 
Standard  to  Substandard 
Deficient  to  Substandard 
Standard  to  Substandard 
Standard  to  Substandard 
Blighting  Influence  to  Substandard 
Blighting  Influence  to  Substandard 
Blighting  Influence  to  Substandard 
Deficient  to  Substandard 


BLOCK 

BUILDING  NO 

S2B3B 

56/4 

S2B3A 

44/3 

394 

128/6 

393 

13/26 

393 

15/28 

393 

16/29 

393 

17/30 

393 

23/35 

393 

24/36 

393 

25/37 

393 

67/8 

Of  the  twenty- four  (24)  buildings  identified,  twenty- three  (23)  were 
visited  by  the  Department  during  July  and  August  of  1973.   On  these  visits, 


the  Department ' s  renewal  staff  was  accompanied  by  an  Inspector  from  the 
State  Department  of  Public  Safety,  a  representative  of  Charles  T.  Main, 
Inc.,  an  engineer  from  the  BRA,  and  the  Director  of  the  Department's 
Office  of  Code  Development. 

The  opinions  and  judgements  of  all  of  the  above- identified  individuals 
were  taken  into  consideration  by  the  Department  in  determining  the  final 
classifications  given  below  to  each  of  the  buildings  surveyed.   It  should 
be  noted  that  access  was  never  obtained  to  the  1-2-3  Lounge  (Parcel  393, 
Building  No.  67/8). 


A.   The  following,  therefore,  is  an  individual  examination  of  each  of  the 
twenty-three  (23)  buildings  surveyed  by  the  Department: 

I.    S2B3B  -  56/4  -  7th  Inn  Restaurant 


This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  two  (2) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.2  was  given  for  cracks  in  the  inside 
walls,  and  a  rating  of  2.17  was  given  for  loose  base  material  on  all 
of  the  inside  walls.   This  building  was  classified  using  the  averag- 
ing method  for  both  defects  for  all  floors.* 

^Note:   If,  in  using  a  midpoint  percentage  taken  from  the  range  of 
percentages  represented  by  each  particular  rating  (ie:  mid- 
point -   1  =  0%,  2  =  13%,  3  =  38%,  and  4  =  75%),  it  was  found 
that  the  average  for  all  floors  was  less  than  twenty- five 
percent  (25%) ,  then  a  major  defect  using  the  averaging  method 
for  each  floor,  was  not  allowed.   The  averages  for  these  two 
defects  are,  respectively,  20.4%  and  19.1%,  both  of  which  are 
well  below  the  required  2570  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as 
major. 

During  the  course  of  the  examination,  the  Department  did  note  that 
the  basement  was  in  extremely  poor  condition  with  deteriorated  basement 
walls,  and  an  open  sewer  was  also  evident. 

The  majority  of  the  essential  utilities  and  facilities  were  found 
to  be  deficient  and  the  egress  was  very  poor.   In  two  places,  on  the 
upper  floors,  the  exterior  wall  was  found  tobObadly  bulged  and  cracked. 
A  small  section  of  roof  over  the  second  floor  was  found  to  be  unsound. 

Accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a  substandard  structure 
warranting  clearance. 

II.   S2B3A  -  44/3  -  Avis  Rent-A-Car 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  two  (2) 


major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for  leaks  on  inside  walls, 
and  a  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors.   This 
building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  both  defects 
for  all  floors. 

None  of  these  defects,  as  reported  by  the  BRA,  were  found  to 
exist  to  the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification 
of  SS   based  upon  these  defects  alone,  nor  did  the  Department's 
examination  reveal  any  other  substantial  defects. 

III.  394  -  128/6  -  Trailways 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  two  (2) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  deteriorated  basement 
walls  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  the  roof  sagging  or  out  of  line. 

The  foundation  walls  in  the  basement  did  show  some  deterioration, 
but  neither  ot  these  two  defects  existed  to  the  extent  that  the  building 
would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon  these  defects  alone. 

Our  examination  did  reveal  that  the  timbers  supporting  the  first 
floor  of  this  public  building  were  seriously  deteriorated  with  a  large 
amount  of  dry  rot.   Some  of  the  carrying  beams  were  poorly  shorn  up, 
and  the  supporting  columns  showed  signs  of  leakage.   It  was  determined 
that  this  floor  was  extremely  unsafe,  and,  accordingly,  this  building 
was  found  to  be  a  substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 

IV.  394  -  7/7  -  Trailways 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  three  (3) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  or  missing 
masonary  materials  on  the  outside  walls,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given 
for  deteriorated  basement  walls. 

The  foundation  walls  in  the  basement  did  show  some  sign  of 
deterioration,  but  the  exterior  walls  of  this  building  appeared  to 
be  sound. 

Our  examination  did  reveal  that  the  timbers  supporting  the  first 
floor  of  this  public  building  seriously  deteriorated  with  a  large 
amount  of  dry  rot.   Several  of  the  supporting  columns  showed  signs  of 
leakage.   It  was  determined  that  this  floor  was  in  poor  condition  and 
very  unsafe;  and,  accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a  sub- 
standard structure  warranting  clearance. 

V.  394  -  8/7  -  Trailways 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  two  (2) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  or  missing  masonary 


on  the  outside  walls,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  deteriorated 
basement  walls. 

The  foundation  walls  in  the  basement  did  show  some  deterioration, 
but  the  exterior  walls  of  the  building  appeared  to  be  sound  with  no 
sign  of  loose  or  missing  masonary. 

Our  examination  did  reveal  that  the  timbers  supporting  the  first 
floor  of  this  public  building  was  seriously  deteriorated  with  a  large 
amount  of  dry  rot.   A  major  carrying  beam  was  found  to  be  partially 
cut  and  seriously  weakened.   It  was  determined  that  this  floor  was 
extremely  unsafe. 

The  basement  stairs  were  also  in  poor  condition,  and  egress  from 
the  basement,  which  is  used  for  luggage  and  shipping  storage  was  found 
to  be  bad. 

Accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a  substandard  structure 
warranting  clearance. 

VI.  393  -  13/26  -  Carl  Fisher  Music 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  two  (2)  majoi 
defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors,  and 
a  rating  3.0  was  given  for  the  roof  sagging  and  out  of  line. 

None  of  these  defects,  as  reported  by  the  BRA,  were  found  to  exist 
to  the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS. 
The  roof  did  have  some  standing  water,  but  this  was  caused  by  a 
clogged  drain. 

Our  examination  did  reveal  a  major  crack  in  an  exterior  wall,  but 
this  was  not  to  the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  rating  of 
SS.  ' 

VII.  393  -  15/28  -  Hawaiian  Restaurant 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  four  (4) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.6  was  given  for  cracks  in  the  base 
material  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.6  was  given  for  loose 
or  missing  base  material  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.4  was 
given  because  of  evidence  of  leakage  on  the  inside  walls  and  a  rating 
of  3.0  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors. 

The  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  system  for  all 
four  (4)  defects  for  all  floors.   The  average  for  the  defect  listed 
as  evidence  of  leakage  on  inside  walls  is  24.8%,  which  is  below  the 
25%  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as  major.   The  remaining  three  (3) 
defects,  as  reported  by  the  BRA,  were  not  found  to  exist  to  the  extent 
that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon  these 


defects  alone. 

During  the  course  of  our  examination,  the  Department  did  note  the 
following  defects: 

The  egress  in  this  building  was  found  to  be  below  standard 
and  it  was  noted  that  the  utilities  were  extremely  deficient  and 
hazardous.   A  serious  crack  was  found  in  the  cornice  and  parapet 
facing  on  Boylston  Street.   The  parapet  and  decorative  facing 
over  the  front  of  the  building  was  found  to  be  unsafe  and 
structurally  unsound. 

Accordingly,  this  building  was  bound  to  be  a  substandard  structure 
warranting  clearance. 

VIII.  393  -  16/29  -  Mansfield  Beauty  School 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  one  (1)  major 
defect  and  a  combination  of  minor  defects.   A  rating  of  2.67  was  given 
for  sagging  or  pitched  floors,  and  a  rating  of  2.34  was  given  for  a 
combination  of  minor  defects. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  both 
defects  for  all  floors. 

None  of  these  defects  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent  that  the 
building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon  these  defects 
alone;   nor  did  the  Department's  examination  reveal  any  other  sub- 
stantial defects. 

IX.   393  -  17/30  -  CVS  and  Offices 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  four  (4) 
major  defects,  and  a  combination  of  minor  defects.   A  rating  of  2.14 
was  given  for  cracks  in  the  base  material  on  the  inside  walls,  a 
rating  of  2.1-:  was  given  for  loose  or  missing  base  material  on  the 
inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.58  was  given  for  evidence  of  leakage  on 
the  inside  walls,  and  a  rating  of  2.58  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched 
floors. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  all 
four  (4)  defects  for  all  floors.   The  averages  for  the  first  two  defects 
listed  above  are,  respectively,  18.2%  and  18.2%  both  of  which  are  well 
below  the  required  25%  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as  major.   None  of 
the  four  (4)  above- identified  defects  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent 
that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon  these 
defects  alone;  nor  did  the  Department's  examination  reveal  any  other 
substantial  defect. 


X.  393  -  23/35,  24/36,  &  25/37  -  Tavern  Club 

These  are  three  (3)  separate  buildings  which  are  taken  together 
here  because  they  are  all  part  of  the  Tavern  Club,  and  because  they 
received  the  same  basic  ratings.   These  buildings  were  classified  SS 
by  the  BRA  because  of  three  (3)  major  defects  for  25/37,  and  because  of 
four  (4)  major  defects  for  23/35  and  24/36. 

All  three  (3)  of  these  buildings  were  given  ratings  of  3.0  for 
pitched  or  sagging  floors,  ratings  of  3.0  were  given  for  loose  or 
missing  masonary  on  the  outside  walls,  and  ratings  of  3.0  were  given 
for  loose  or  missing  roof  materials.   In  addition,  buildings  23/35  and 
24/36  were  given  ratings  of  3.0  for  deteriorating  foundation  walls  in 
the  basement. 

None  of  the  above- identified  defects,  for  any  of  the  three  (3) 
buildings  (23/35,  24/36  and  25/37),  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent 
that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon 
these  defects  alone;  nor  did  the  Department's  examination  reveal  any 
other  substantial  defects. 

XI.  S2B3B  -  61/8&9B  -  Women's  Educational  and  Industrial  Union 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  nine  (9) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.14  was  given  for  cracks  in  the  base 
material  of  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.86  was  given  for  sagging 
floors  or  pitched  floors,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  walls  out  of 
plumb,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  sinking  or  out  of  line  exterior 
foundations,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  deteriorated  basement 
foundation  walls,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  split  and  deteriorated 
framing  in  the  basement,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  of  missing 
roof  materials,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  the  roof  sagging  or 
being  out  of  line. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  two 
(2)  of  the  above- identified  defects  for  all  floors.   The  average  for  the 
first  of  these  defects  (2.14  for  cracks  in  base  material  of  the  inside 
wall)  is  18.2%  which  is  below  the  25%  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as 
major. 

All  the  remaining  eight  (8)  identified  defects  were  found  to  exist 
to  the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS. 
It  was  also  noted  that  the  essential  utilities,  and  facilities  are 
extremely  deficient,  and,  accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a 
substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 

XII.  S2B3B  -  50/9A  -  Women's  Educational  &  Industrial  Union 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  seven  (7) 


major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.2  was  given  for  cracks  in  the  base 
material  of  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.2  was  given  for  evidence 
of  leakage  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.6  was  given  for  sagging 
or  pitched  floors,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  outside  walls  out  of 
plumb,  a  rating  of  4.0  was  given  for  loose,  deteriorated,  or  missing 
surface  materials  on  the  outside  walls,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for 
loose,  missing  or  deteriorated  columns  in  the  basement,  and  a  rating 
of  3.0  was  given  for  split  or  deteriorated  framing  in  the  basement. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  three 

(3)  of  the  above- identified  defects  for  all  floors.   The  averages 
for  the  first  two  (2)  of  these  defects  (2.2  for  cracks  in  the  base 
material  on  the  inside  walls,  and  2.2  for  evidence  of leakage  on  the 
inside  walls)  are,  respectively,  20.4%  and  20.4%,  both  of  which  are 
below  the  25%  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as  major. 

All  of  the  remaining  five  (5)  identified  JefecLs  were  found  to 
exist  to  the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification 
of  SS.   It  was  also  noted  that  the  essential  utilities  and  facilities 
are  extremely  deficient,  and,  accordingly,  this  building  was  found 
to  be  a  substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 

XIII.  S2B3B  -  48/11,12  -  formerly  Jack's  Drum  Shop 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  four 

(4)  major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.7  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched 
floors,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  worn  or  sagging  floors  in  a 
public  corridor,  a  rating  of  4.0  was  given  for  split  or  deteriorated 
framing  in  the  basement,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  the  roof 
sagging  and  being  out  of  line. 

When  the  Department  visited  this  building,  it  was  in  the  process 
of  being  remodeled  as  a  restaurant  and  lounge.   The  owner  had  been 
issued  a  building  permit  by  the  City  of  Boston  Building  Department; 
and,  accordingly,  it  has  been  assumed  that,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  building  permit,  the  owner  would  be  o-rrecting  those  defects 
noted  by  the  BRA.   The  split  and  deteriorated  framing  in  the  base- 
ment had  already  been  replaced  at  the  time  of  our  visit. 

XIV.  397A  -  9/1  -  Sarni  Cleaners 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  five 

(5)  major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for  loose  or  missing 
base  materials  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for 
cracks  in  the  base  material  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  3.0 
was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given 
for  other  on  the  outside  walls,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for 
deteriorated  basement  foundation  walls. 

None  of  the  first  four  (4)  defects  identified- above  existed  to 
the  extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS 
based  upon  these  defects  alone. 


With  reference  to  the  fifth  defect  listed  (3.0  for  deteriorated 
basement  foundation  wall) ,  a  serious  crack  was  found  to  exist  in 
the  westerly  wall  of  the  basement.   This  crack  is  located  in  a  wall 
which  runs  along  the  cxirb  line  of  the  street  on  one  side  of  a  vaulted 
basement  beneath  a  sidawalk.   It  was  determined  that  this  condition 
was  serious  and  extremely  unsafe. 

It  was  further  noted  that  the  egress  in  this  building  x>7as  poor, 
and  evidence  of  leakage  was  found  in  the  ceiling  and  over  several 
windows  on  the  top  floor.   A  section  of  concrete  was  found  to  be  falling 
from  the  basement  ceiling  at  a  point  directly  below  the  entrance  to 
the  building,  and  there  was  evidence  of  leakage  and  rusting  in  this 
area.   The  adverse  effects  of  two  large  signs  atop  this  building 
was  questioned  with  special  reference  to  the  serious  defect  found 
in  the  basement  foundation  wall. 

Accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a  substandard 
structure  warranting  clearance. 

XV.   393  -  34/17  -  Houndstooth  Tavern  &  Apartments 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  three 
(3)  major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for  loose  or  missing 
base  materials  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.5  was  given  for 
evidence  of  leakage  on  the  inside  walls,  and  a  rating  of  2.2  was 
given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors. 

Thsi  building  was  classified  by  using  the  averaging  method 
for  all  three  (3)  of  the  above- identified  defects  for  all  floors. 
The  average  for  the  last  defect  listed  (2.2  for  sagging  or  pitched 
floors)  is  20.4%  which  is  below  the  required  257»  needed  for  a  defect 
to  qualify  as  major. 

The  Department's  examination  did  rveal  a  bulge  and  crack  in  the 
front  exterior  wall,  but  it  was  determined  that  this  defect  did  not 
significantly  affectthe  structural  soundness  of  the  building.   None 
of  the  previously- identified  defects  were  found  to  exist  to  the 
extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS. 


XVI.   393  -  35/18  -  Herbie's  Ramrod  Ro 


om 


This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  three 
(3)  major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.2  was  given  for  sagging  or  pitched 
floors,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  or  missing  columns  in  the 
basement,  and  a  rating  of  4.0  was  given  for  split  or  deteriorated 
framing  in  the  basement. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for 
the  first  defect  identified  above  (2.2  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors) 
for  all  floors.   The  average  for  this  defect  is  20.4%  tfhich  is  below 


the  25%  needed  for  a  defect  to  qualify  as  major. 

None  of  these  defects  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent  that  the 
building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based  upon  these  defects 
alone;  nor  did  the  Department's  examination  reveal  any  other  substan- 
tial defects. 

XVII.   393  -  19/32  -  Simon's  Restaurant  and  Offices 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  one  (1) 

major  defect  and  a  combination  of  minor  defects.   A  rating  of  2.3  was 

given  for  sagging  or  pitched  floors,  and  a  minor  rating  of  2.49  was 
given  for  a  combination  of  minor  defects. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  the 
first  defect  identified  above  (2.3  -  sagging  or  pitched  floors).   The 
average  for  this  defect  is  21.3%  which  is  below  the  25%  needed  to 
qualify  a  defect  as  major. 

Neither  of  the  above- identified  defects  existed  to  the  extent  that 
the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  ol  SS;  but  the  Department's 
examination  did  reveal  that  the  main  carrying  beam  for  this  building, 
located  along  the  sidewalk  on  Boylston  Street,  was  deteriorated  very 
badly.   It  was  determined  that  this  condition  was  extremely  serious  and 
unsafe,  and,  accordingly,  it  was  found  that  this  building  is  a  sub- 
standard structure  warranting  clearance. 

XVIII.  393  -  22/34  -  Ancient  Landmark  Building 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  one  (1) 
major  defect  and  a  combination  of  minor  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0 
was  given  for  loose  or  missing  roof  materials,  and  a  minor  rating  of 
2.33  was  given  for  a  combination  of  minor  defects.   It  was  also  noted 
in  the  Department's  examination  that  there  was  some  evidence  of  leakage 
on  the  inside  walls,  and  some  erosion  of  mortar  in  the  back  outside 
wall. 

None  of  the  above- identified  defects  were  found  to  exist  to  the 
extent  that  the  building  would  warrant  a  classification  of  SS  based 
upon  these  defects,  nor  did  the  Department's  examination  reveal  any 
other  substantial  defects. 

XIX.  393  -  73/2  -  Saxon  Theatre 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  four  (4) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  or  missing 
masonary  on  the  outside  walls,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  or 
deteriorated  exterior  foundations,  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  the 
foundation  sinking  or  being  out  of  line,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given 
for  roof  materials  loose  or  missing. 

The  Department's  examination  did  not  reveal  any  serious  problems 


with  a  sinking  or  deteriorated  foundation,  however,  the  roof  was  found 
to  be  in  very  poor  condition  with  evidence  of  serious  leakage  under 
the  roofing  material.   At  one  upper  corner  of  the  building,  the  masonary 
was  deteriorated  very  badly,  and  one  top  section  in  particular  was 
found  to  be  leaning  dangerously  out  over  an  adjoining  alley. 

Interior  portions  of  the  basement  were  found  to  be  in  poor 
condition,  and  the  overall  condition  in  the  basement  was  considered  to 
constitute  a  fire  hazard.   The  essential  utilities  and  facilities  in 
certain  portions  of  this  building  were  found  to  be  deficient.   The 
fire  proof  ceiling  in  the  basement  was  found  to  be  deteriorating  badly, 
and  from  the  basement,  several  bad  sagging  areas  were  observed  for  the 
first  floor.   An  unused  boiler  room  in  the  basement  was  found  to  be  in 
a  badly  deteriorated  condition  with  a  large  amount  of  standing  water. 

Accordingly,  this  building  was  found  to  be  a  substandard  structure 
warranting  clearance. 

XX.   393  -  70/5  -  Grocery  Store  &  Apartments 

This  building  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  four  (4) 
major  defects.   A  rating  of  2.8  was  given  for  cracks  in  the  base  material  of 
the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.8  was  given  for  loose  or  missing  base 
materials  on  the  inside  walls,  a  rating  of  2.2  was  given  for  sagging  or 
pitched  floors,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  split  or  deteriorated 
framing  in  the  basement. 

This  building  was  classified  using  the  averaging  method  for  the 

first  three  (3)  defects  listed  above.   The  average  for  the  third  defect 

listed  (2.2  -  sagging  or  pitched  floors)  is  20.4%  which  is  below  the 
25%  needed  to  qualify  a  defect  as  major. 

The  Department's  examination  revealed  that  the  roof  of  this  building 
is  deteriorated  and  badly  out  of  line.   The  masonary  on  the  outside  walls 
was  in  poor  condition  and  the  sills  were  also  badly  deteriorated.   Basic 
egress  was  found  to  be  below  standard  and  rhe  essential  utilities  and 
facilities  were  found  to  be  deficient.   The  framing  and  columns  in  the 
basement  were  in  especially  poor  condition. 

All  of  the  defects  noted  above,  whether  reported  by  the  BRA  or 
observed  by  the  Department,  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent  that  the 
building  warrants  a  classification  as  a  substandard  structure  warrant- 
ing clearance  - 

XXI.   393  -  69A&B/6A&B  -  Pizza  Parlour  &  Apartments 

This  building  was  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA  because  of  three(3) 


major  defects.   A  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  loose  and  missing  masonary 
on  the  outside  walls,  a  rating  of  4.0  was  given  for  columns  loose  or 
missing  in  the  basement,  and  a  rating  of  3.0  was  given  for  split  or 
deteriorated  framing  in  the  basement. 

The  Department's  examination  also  revealed  that  the  roof  of  this 
building  is  deteriorated  and  sagging  badly.   Most  of  the  sills  in  the 
outside  walls  were  found  to  be  badly  deteriorated.   The  essential 
utilities  and  facilities  were  found  to  be  deficient  and  egress  for  this 
building  is  poor.   Overall  conditions  in  the  basement  were  also  very  bad. 

All  of  the  defects  noted  above,  whether  reported  by  the  BRA  or 
observed  by  the  Deparcment,  were  found  to  exist  to  the  extent  that  the 
building  warrants  a  classification  as  a  substandard  structure  warrant- 
ing clearance. 

Based  upon  the  previous  building  by  building  review  of  twenty- three 

(23)  of  the  twenty- four  (24)  buildings  classified  SS  in  Parcels  A,  B, 

and  C  by  the  BRA,  the  Department  concurs  with  the  BRA's  classification 
of  SS  for  the  following  twevle  buildings: 


BLOCK 


BUILDING  NO. 


BLOCK 


BUILDING  NO. 


S2B3B 

56/4 

S2B3B 

61/8  &  9B 

S2B3B 

50/9A 

397A 

9/1 

394 

128/6 

394 

7/7 

394 

8/7 

393 

19/32 

393 

70/5 

393 

69A&B/6A&B 

393 

15/28 

393 

73/2 

The  Department  does  not  agree  with  the  BRA  that  any  of  the  following 
eleven  (11)  buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  warrant  a  classification  of 
substandard. 


BLOCK 


BUILDING  NO. 


S2B3B 

48/11,12 

S2B3A 

44/3 

393 

34/17 

393 

35/18 

BLOCK 

BUILDING  NO 

393 

17/30 

393 

22/34 

393 

23/35 

393 

2.4/23 

BLOCK  BUILDING  NO.  BLOCK  BUILDING  NO. 

393  12/26  393  25/37 

393  16/29 


Building  67/8  (1-2-3  Lounge)  in  Parcel  343,  which  was  classified  SS  by 
the  BRA,  is  not  included  in  either  of  the  above  lists.   During  the  course  of 
the  Department's  review,  access  was  not  gained  to  this  building,  and, 
accordingly  no  determination  as  to  the  nature  of  the  classification  warranted 
by  this  building  has  been  made. 

At  this  point  of  our  review,  it  has  been  determined  that  twelve  (12) 
buildings  or  17.6%  of  the  buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  are  substandard 
structures  warranting  clearance.   Again,  at  this  point,  it  should  be  noted 
that  this  percentage  figure  is  only  based  upon  a  review  of  the  twenty- four 
(24)  buildings  clamined  as  SS  by  the  BRA  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  in  their 
third  submission  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Plan. 


During  the  course  of  the  Department '  s  review  of  buildings 
in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C,  several  structures  were  noted  and 
exanined  which  were  not  among  the  original  twenty-four  (24 ) 
classified  SS  by  the  BRA.   The  following  is,  theref ore , 
a  building  by  building  examination  of  those  buildings 
which  were  not  originally  classified  SS  by  the  BRA,  but 
which  the  Department  has  determined  to  be  substandard 
structures  warranting  clearance. 

I.   S233A  -  45/2  --  Sradburv  Buildinor 


This  bull  Ting  was  classified  SS  by  the  BRA  in  the  hov. 
1372  submission  of  the  Parle  Plaza  Ur!:an.  Renewal  Plan.   During 
the  1073  surveys  which  were  being  made  by  the  BRA  in 
preparation  for  the  third  submission  of  Park  Plaza  (June 
1973),  the  BRA's  surveyors  (Chas.  T.  bain,  Ins.)  were 
denied  access  to  this  building;  and,  accordingly,  this 
building  was  not  included  in  the  BRA's  list  of  twenty- 
four  (24)  buildings  classified  as  SS  in  the  third  sub- 
mission. 

The  Department's  survey  team,  accompanied  by  the 
Building  Commissioner  of  The  City  of  Boston,  enteral  into 
and  examined  this  building. 

In  the  basement  several  of  the  carrying  beams  for  this 
building  were  found  to  be  in  a  deteriorated  condition, 
and  it  was  also  noted  that  some  of  the  essential  facilities 
were  deficient.   Egress  throughout  the   building  was  made  up 
of  wooden  stairways  which  are  considered  an  extreme  fire 
hazard. 

Many  major  cracks  were  noted  in  the  upper  sections  of 
the  exterior  walls.   The  parapet  on  the  Boylston  Street 
side  of  this  building  was  found  to  be  cracked  and  badly 
deteriorated.   This  condition  was  judged  to  be  extremely 
dangerous.   Deterioration  was  also  noted  in  the  roofing 
material,  and  several  spots  where  leaks  might  occur  were 
evident.   Throughout  this  building  it  was  also  noted  that 
the  floors  sagged  considerably. 

Accordingly,  it  has  been  found  that  this  building  is  a 
substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 

II.   393  -  4  0/2  2  -  Lane's  Furniture  Warehouse 

The  Department's  examination  of  this  building  revealed 
that  this  building  is  in  very  bad  condition.   The  exterior 
walls  were  found  to  be  very  badly  deteriorated.   Several 
major  external  cracks  were  noted,  and  the  concrete  is 
spalding  off  of  the  structural  steel  over  approximately 
Eifty  (50%)  per  cent  of  the  exterior. 

Accordingly,  t"      artment  has  hound  this  building 
to  be  a  substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 


III.   393  -  37/19 


The  Department's  examination  of  this  building  revealed 
two  (2)  very  serious  structural  defects.   A  large  external 
crack  was  found  to  exist  at  the  rear  corner  of  this  building. 
This  crack  is  located  at  a  point  were  the  rear  vail  is 
coning  aT7ay  from  the  rest  of  the  building.   The  rear  wall 
was  also  found  to  be  seriosly  bulged  in  several  areas. 
-his  wall  had  been  braced  at  one  time,  but  the  bracing 
has  proven  to  be  inadequate,  and  it  is  deteriorating  badly. 
Loose  and  missing  masonary  was  also  noted  on  several  sections 
of  the  outside  wall. 

Accordingly,  the  Department  has  found  that  this  building 
is  a  substandard  structure  warranting  clearance. 

iv.    Several  other  buildings  not  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA 
were  noted  because  of  defects  which  made  the  buildings  class- 
ification borderline  in  nature.   Bo  finding  of  structural 
condition  has  been  made  by  the  Department  on  any  of  these 
buildings. 

For  informational  purposes,  these  buildings  are 
briefly  examined  below: 

a.   B2B3B  -  ■I7/i:  ••  Garden  Building 

From  the  roof  of  the  Bradbury  Building,  several  vertical 
and  lateral  cracks  were  noted  in  the  masonary  columns 
running  between  the  windows  of  this  building. 


393 


?3/13  -  Fliot  Street  Garage 

A  bulge  was  noted  on  the  notherly  wall  of  this  building, 
and  several  exterior  cracks  were  observed  on  the  west- 
erly side.   It  was  also  noted  that  the  waterproof 
sheathing  on  the  parapet  of  this  building  is  in  need 
of  repair. 

c.   39  3  -  ]25/l  -  Little  Building 


A  large  vertical  crack  was  found  at  the  rear  corner 
of  this  Building.   This  crack  ran  from  the  ground 
level  to  the  roof.   From  the  roof  of  the  Saxon  Theatre 
several  cracks  and  loose  materials  were  observed  in  the 
parapet  and  facing  around  the  top  section  of  the 
exterior  walls. 

2"  3  -  29/33  -  7-,.z  '     Record  in"  St  B'os 

A  larae  vertical  crack  was  found  at  the  rear  of  this 


building.   This  condition  was  only  observable  from  the  roof 
of  an  adjoining  building. 

Based  upon  the  previous  building  by  building  examination  of  certain 
buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  not  classified  as  SS  by  the  BRA, . the 
Department  has  found  that  the  following  three  (3)  buildings  are 
substandard  structures  warranting  clearance: 

BLOCK       BUILDING  NO. 


S2B3A 

45/2 
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40/22 
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37/19 

By  taking  into  acount  those  buildings  found  to  be  SS  in  Section  A.  of 
this  report  (review  of  24  bldgs.  classified  SS  by  BRA),  and  those  buildi.ngs 
found  to  be  SS  in  Section  B.  of  this  report  (bldgs.  not  classified  SS  by 
BRA)  the  Department  has  determined  that  fifteen  (15)  out  of  sixty- eight 
(68)  buildings,  or  twenty- two  and  one- fifth  per  cent  (22.2%)  of  the 
buildings  in  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  are  substandard  structures  warranting 
clearance. 

This  percentage  (22.27D)  of  substandard  buildings  (for  Stage  I)  falls 
within  the  first  part  of  the  Department's  criteria  for  eligibility 
for  clearance  -  ie.  Section  XII,  Project  Planning,  Section  I,  Area 
Eligibility,  Subsection  C,  1-b  of  the  Regulations  states  in  part  that 
"more  than  20%  of  the  buildings  must  be  structurally  substandard  to 
a  degree  warranting  clearance."  Again,  it  should  be  noted  that  this 
percentage  (22.2%)  of  substandard  buildings  only  applies  to  Parcels 
A,  B,  and  C  (Stage  -  I)  of  the  Park  Plaza  Project  Area. 

Our  examination  of  individual  buildings  in  Stage- I  was  premised  by 
the  fact  that  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  constituted  a  borderline  area 
with  reference  to  the  Department's  criteria  for  Area  Eligibility. 
The  review  of  this  project  has  always  been  based  upon  the  necessity 
of  making  individual  eligibility  findings  for  both  Stage  -  I  and 
Stage  -  II  in  accordance  with  the  Department's  Regulations  which 
state  in  part  that  "such  conditions  must  be  reasonably  distributed 
throughout  the  project  area."  Because  of  the  nature  of  Stage  -  I, 
and  because  of  the  Department's  Regulation  reffered  to  above  (Area 
Eligibility,  Subsection  C,  1.),  the  Department  found  it  necessary  to 
conduct  a  building  by  building  examination  of  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C. 

The  above  was  not  the  case  for  parcels  D  and  E  ("Combat  Zone").   The 
poor  and  substandard  structural  condition   of  a  large  number  of  buildings 
in  this  portion  of  the  project  (Stage  -  II)  area  was  evident  from  an 
extensive  windshield  survey  of  the  area. 


The  BRA  has  stated  in  the  third  submission  of  the  Park  Plaza  Urban 
Renewal  Plan  that  twenty- three  (23)  out  of  thirty- nine  (39)  buildings, 
or  fifty- eight  and  nine- tenths  per  cent  (58.9%)  of  the  buildings  in 
Parcels  D  and  E  are  substandard  structures  warranting  clearance. 
As  indicated  above,  the  Department  has  accepted  the  BRA's  classification 
of  buildings  in  Stage  -  II,  and,  accordingly,  Parcels  D  and  E,  as  a 
portion  of  the  project  area,  are  eligible  for  clearance  under  the  first 
part  of  the  Department's  criteria  (for  reference  see  -  Section  C.  this 
report) . 

In  accordance  with  the  determinations  put  forth  in  the  previous  four  (4) 
Sections  of  this  report,  it  has  been  found  that  thirty- eight  (38)  buildings 
out  of  one  hundred  and  seventeen  (117),  or  thirty-two  and  one-half  per 
cent  (32,47%)  of  the  buildings  in  the  entire  Park  Plaza  Project  Area 
(Parcels  A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E)  are  substandard  structures  warranting 
clearance.   This  percentage  (32.47%)  falls  within  the  first  part  of  the 
Department's  criteria  (see  Section  C  of  this  report)  for  clearance. 

The  Department's  criteria  for  clearance  eligibility,  as  set  forth  in  the 
introduction  to  this  report,  requires  (after  more  than  20%  of  the  buildings 
in  the  project  area  have  been  determined  to  be  substandard  structures) ,  that 
an  additional  30%  of  the  buildings  in  the  project  area  must  warrant  clearance 
to  remove  effectively  the  blighting  influences  listed. 

Under  this  portion  of  the  Department's  criteria,  the  BRA  has  put  forth  that 
an  additional  fifty  (50)  buildings  out  of  one  hundred  and  seventeen  (117) 
or  42.7%  of  the  buildings  in  the  Project  Area  (not  including  buildings 
classified  SS)  warrant  clearance  to  effectively  remove  the  blighting  in- 
fluences identified  in  the  introduction  of  this  report. 

Based  upon  a  review  of  the  documentation  submitted  by  the  BRA  in  the  third 
Park  Plaza  submission  (Volume  V.,  a.),  and  a  review  of  the  area  itself,  the 
Department  has  concurred  with  the  BRA  in  its  finding  that  42.7%  of  the 
buildings  in  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Area  warrant  clearance  to  effect- 
ively review  blighting  influences. 

Based  upon  the  determinations  recorded  in  Sections  A  -  F  of  this  report,  the 
(partment  of  Community  Affairs  has  found  that  the  proposed  Park  Plaza  Urban  Re- 
|wal  Project  Area  is  a  decadent,  substandard,  or  open  blighted  area  eligible 
r  clearance  under  Section  C,  1-b  of  the  Department's  Regulations  for  Area 
igibility. 


THE  RELOCATION  PLAN  IS  APPROVED  UNDER  CHAPTER  7  9A. 

Subject  to  Sections  two,  three,  and  four  of  Chapter  7  9A  which  require, 
respectively:   1)  qualification  of  a  relocation  agency,  2)  submission  of 
the  names  and  addresses  of  site  occupants,  and  3)  submission  of  a  reloca- 
tion plan  no  later  than  30  days  prior  to  acquisition  involving  the  dis- 
placement of  more  than  five  dwelling  or  business  units,  an  affirmative 
relocation  finding  under  Section  48  is  hereby  made  subsequent  to  careful 
review  by  the  Department's  Bureau  of  Relocation. 

Previously  qualified  as  the  central  relocation  agency  for  the  city  of 
Boston,  the  Authority's  Relocation  Department  fulfills  standards  for  agency 
qualification  set  forth  in  Regulation  4103,  pursuant  to  Section  two  of  79A. 
The  relocation  plan,  required  under  Section  four,  demonstrates  a  program 
designed  to  meet  site  occupant  needs  for  assistance  in  relocating  to  safe, 
decent,  sanitary  housing  and  commercial  buildings  within  the  means  of 
the  occupants  to  be  displaced  by  property  acquisition  within  Stage  I  of 
the  project  area.   As  the  central  relocation  agency  for  the  city,  the  Auth- 
ority is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  insuring  the  coordination  of 
all  concurrent  displacement  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  so  demonstrates 
that  no  significant  competing  public  displacement  is  anticipated  within  the 
downtown  area  one  year  subsequent  to  the  beginning  of  project  acquisition. 

Insofar  as  the  relocation  payment  benefits  provided  for  within  the 
relocation  plan  in  accordance  with  federal  law  exceed  the  current  benefits 
authorized  by  Chapter  7  9.A,  the  Bureau  of  Relocation  shall  require  that  all 
such  payments  be  dispensed  in  strict  compliance  with  existing  federal  rules 
and  regulations  under  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Properties 
Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970.   Accordingly,  any  grievance  as  to  the 
eligibility  for,  or  the  amount  of,  a  relocation  payment  shall  be  granted  a 
full  review  by  the  Authority  in  the  same  manner  as  is  afforded  persons  dis- 
placed by  federally-assisted  public  action.   Consistent  with  federal  reg- 
ulations under  which  relocation  payments  are  to  be  made,  payment  eligibility 
shall  occur  at  the  time  of  property  acquisition,  where  hardship  to  a  part- 
icular property  owner  may  be  alleviated  by  early  acquisition  within  an 
executed  development  parcel  upon  request  by  the  property  owner  to  the  Auth- 
ority to  any  property  owner  and/or  tenant  for  the  purpose  of  authorizing  eligib- 
ility for  relocation  payments.   Early  acquisition  based  on  a  special  hard- 
ship request  by  a  property  owner  to  the  Authority  within  a  development  par- 
cel prior  to  its  staged  execution  shall  occur  at  the  discretion  of  the  Authority. 

In  accordance  with  Regulation  4302,  pursuant  to  Section  nine  of  Chap- 
ter 7  9A,  the  Bureau  of  Relocation  shall  monitor  the  relocation  program  to 
assure  satisfactory  compliance  with  the  relocation  plan  and  with  the  rules 
and  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  Chanter  7  9A.   Quarterly  reports  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Bureau  shall  indicate  the  progress  of  the  relocation  pro- 
gram with  regard  to  the  numbers  displaced,  locations  moved  to,  and  amount 
of  relocation  payments  dispensed. 

Submission  of  relocation  plans  for  Parcel  E  and  Parcel  D  shall  be  re- 
quired at  the  time  acquisition  is  contemplated,  but  in  no  event  later  than 
30  days  prior  to  property  acquisition,  in  accordance  with  Section  four  of 
Chapter  7  9A.   At  the  tine  of  plan  submission  for  Parcels  D  and  E,  the  ap- 
propriate steps  must  be  taken  to  fully  inform  all  site  occupants  at  the 


earliest- possible  date  of  relocation  benefits  to  be  available  and  of  ad- 
vance site  occupant  review  of  the  relocation  plan  prior  to  its  submission 
to  the  Bureau  of  Relocation. 

Finally,  the  Authority  is  required  upon  receipt  of  relocation  plan 
approval,  to  immediately  contact  all  site  occupants  for  the  purpose  of 
restating  the  criteria  for  relocation  payment  eligibility ,  the  payments 
and  services  to  be  provided,  and  most  importantly,  identification  of  the 
development  parcel  in  which  the  occupant  is  located,  accompanied  by  a  pro- 
jected date  which  activity  is  estimated  to  commence  within  that  parcel, 
in  accordance  with  Regulation  4202. 3A,  prusuant  to  Section  four  of  Chap- 
ter 7  9A. 


WE  FIND  THAT  THE  URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN  IS  SUFFICIENTLY  COMPLETE,  AS  REQUIRED 
BY  SECTION  ONE. 

The  applicable  portion  of  section  one  (of  1-5. G.L.  Chapter  121B)  states 
that  the  urban  renewal  plan  shall 

"be  sufficiently  complete  to  indicate  the  boundaries  of  the 
area,  such  land  acquisition,  such  demolition,  removal,  and 
rehabilitation  of  structures,  and  such  redevelopment  and 
general  public  improbements  as  maybe  proposed  to  be  carried  out 
within  such  area,  zoning  and  planning  changes,  if  any,  and 
proposed  land  uses,  maximum  densities,  and  building  requirements; 

1.  "Sufficiently  complete  to  indicate  the  boundaries  of  the  area" 

The  Urban  Renewal  Plan  comprises  a  project  area  which  contains  a  legal 
description  and  is  clearly  delineated  by  perimeter  boundaries  on  the  Project 
Boundary  Map  (Map  #1).   The  area  is  subdivided  into  five  parcels,  clearly 
delineated  and  indicated  as  Parcels  A,B,C,D,  and  E.   The  plan  contemplates 
phased  development;  a  detailed  development  plan  for  Stage  I  comprising 
Parcels  A,B,  and  C  only  is  part  of  the  submission.   A  developer  for  Parcels 
D  and  E  is  to  be  selected  by  the  Authority  within  three  years  from  date 
of  approval,  or  parcels  D  and  E  will  no  longer  be  considered  part  of  the 
project  area. 

At  every  phase  and  under  all  possible  alternatives,  there  is  never 
any  doubt  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the  area  under  consideration.   There  is  no 
conflict  with  section  II,  A,  2a  of  the  department's  regulations  which  requires  an 

"Accurate  description  in  a  form  which  is  capable  of  only  one 
interpretation. . . " 

2.  "Sufficiently  complete  to  indicate. . .such  land  acquisition. . .demolition, 

removal. . .rehabilitation. . .redevelopment  and  general  public  improvements 
as  may  be  proposed  to  be  carried  out  within  such  area... 

The  plan  indicates  that  all  properties  in  parcels  A,Br  and  C  (with 
specified  exceptions  as  listed)  will  be  acquired  and  cleared  and  that  no 
rehabilitation  will  be  undertaken.   The  plan  also  meets  the  minimum 
requirement  of  the  department's  regulations  (Section  II  2c): 

"Brief  summary  statement  covering  clearance  and  redevelopment, 
or  rehabilitation,  or  both;  provision  of  public  improvements; 

In  addition  to  the  summary  statement  in  the  submission,  additional  adequate 
testimony  and  documentation  have  been  submitted  on  the  record  for  parcels  A,B, 
and  C,  at  the  hearing. 

3.  "Sufficiently  complete  to  indicate. . .zoning  and  planning  changes,  if  any, 

and  proposed  land  uses,  maximum  densities  and  building  requirements..." 

The  plan  indicates  the  one  zoning  change  contemplated.   The  plan,  together 
with  the  incorporated  land  disposal  map,  indicates  proposed  land  uses,  maximum 
densities  and  building  requirements. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT,  CHAPTER  30,  SECTION  61  AND  62,  N.  G.  L. 


On  July  18,  1972,  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Chapter  781  of 
the  Acts  of  1972,  was  passed  by  the  Legislature.   Section  61,  which  requires  that 
every  state  agency  review  and  evaluate  the  environmental  impact  of  all  "works, 
projects  or  activities"  which  it  conducts,  became  effective  on  December  31,  1972. 
I  Section  62  requires  the  publication  and  dissemination  of  an  environmental  impact 
report  which  examines  "the  nature  and  extent  of  the  proposed  work  and  its  environ- 
mental impact;  all  measures  being  utilized  to  minimize  environmental  damage,"  and 
"alternatives  to  the  proposed  action."   This  section  became  effective  on  July  1, 
1973. 

(The  Department  has  determined  that  Sections  61  and  62  apply  to  privately- 
financed  urban  renewal  projects  which  are  reviewed  under  Section  48  of  Chapter 
121B.   Regulation  2.4  of  the  regulations  adopted  by  the  Executive  Office  of 
[Environmental  Affairs  on  June  29,  1973,  pursuant  to  Section  6?  of  Chapter  30, 
establishes  the  following  definition  of  the  word  "project." 

any  work,  project,  or  activity  of  any  agency  which  may  have 
environmental  impact  and...  (c)  which  involves  the  issuance 
of  a  lease,  permit,  license,  certificate,  or  any  entitlement 
for  use  by  an  agency. 

Departmental  approval  of  an  urban  renewal  plan  under  Section  48  of  Chapter 
121B,  which  is  approval  of  the  exercise  of  eminent  domain,  clearly  falls  within 
the  category  of  an  "entitlement  for  use  by  an  agency."   Furthermore,  Section  62 
indicates  that  a  test  of  its  applicability  is  whether  or  not  the  project  under 
review  "may  cause  damage  to  the  environment."   The  issue  of  whether  or  not  the 
Commonwealth  is  providing  financial  assistance  to  the  project  does  not  affect 
the  application  of  the  statute. 

As  part  of  its  supporting  documentation,  the  BRA  has  submitted  a  lengthy 
and  complex  document  entitled  "Environmental  Impact  Report."   This  document 
demonstrates  that  the  BRA  has  made  considerable  progress  toward  satisfying  the 
requirements  of  the  Environmental  Policy  Act.   The  use  of  a  highly- regarded  and 
independent  environmental  consultant  and  the  expenditure  of  substantial  sums  of 
money  indicate  that  the  Park  Plaza  proposal  is  now  considerably  more  sensitive 
to  the  environmental  concerns  expressed  by  many  public  officials  and  private 
citizens  than  was  either  of  the  previous  proposals.   The  analysis  done  by 
Saratoga  Associates  is  a  comprehensive  overview  of  the  environmental  impacts 
which  can  be  expected  to  be  generated  by  a  project  of  the  magnitude  and  general 
character  of  the  Park  Plaza  proposal  and  which  is  located  in  the  Park  Square 
area.   It  identifies  impacts  in  terms  of  length,  reversibility  and  general 
significance;  in  these  respects,  it  is  a  proper  and  sufficiently  inclusive  de- 
scription of  the  proposed  project  to  satisfy  the  requirement  of  Section  61  that 
"Any  determination  made  by  an  agency  of  the  Commonwealth  shall  include  a  finding 
describing  the  environmental  impact,  if  any,  of  the  project."   The  Department 
so  finds,  hereby  incorporating  by  reference  the  description  of  environmental 
(impacts  contained  in  the  Saratoga  report.   It  is  recognized  that  this  description 
is  not  specific  enough  to  constitute  a  full  Section  62  environmental  impact 
report.   However,  it  is  the  Department's  view  that  this  Section  61  finding 


describing  environmental  impacts  need  not  necessarily  be  based  on  a  full  Section 
62  environmental  impact  report  when  production  of  such  a  report  is  not,  in  the 
Department's  judgement,  then  a  "feasible  measure"  within  the  meaning  of  Section  61, 
Such  a  judgement  is  based  on  the  Department's  experience  and  expertise  in  assess- 
ing the  factors  which  make  urban  renewal  itself  a  feasible  measure  and  is  made  in 
the  light  of  the  Department's  statutory  laws,  x^hich  now  incorporate  by  reference 
the  Environmental  Policy  Act,  in  a  workable  fashion.   The  reports  will'..produced 
and  reviewed  by  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  any  land  takings  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Section  62  and 
will  be  the  basis  of  further  approvals  by  the  Department  as  provided  below, 
all  when  doing  so  are,  in  the  judgement  of  the  Department,  "feasible  measures." 

Further,  the  Department  finds,  in  satisfaction  of  the  provisions  of  Section 
61,  that,  as  of  this  time,  all  feasible  measures  have  been  taken  to  avoid  or 
minimize  the  environmental  impact  of  the  project.   It  is  important  to  emphasize 
that  Section  61  requires  only  that  this  finding  be  based  on  measures  now 
feasible.   It  does  not  require  present  or  past  implementation  of  measures  which 
will  be  feasible  onlj^  at  some  future  time.   The  Departments  rinding  is  based  on 
the  already  completed  Saratoga  Associates  report  and  the  Work  Program,  dated 
August  1,  1973,  by  the  Authority.   In  the  Department's  judgement,  arrived  at  as 
indicated  above,  it  is  not  now  and  has  not  been  a  "feasible  measure"  to  have  had 
the  Work  Program  fully  implemented,  but  it  is  now  feasible  to  have  established 
a  system  of  project  controls  which  assures,  first,  that  the  Work  Program  will  be 
implemented  in  due  course  according  to  its  terms  and,  second,  that  environmental 
impact  reports  produced  in  accordance  with  the  Work  Program  will  form  the  basis 
for  meaningful  future  discusions,  prior  to  any  land  takings,  by  the  Department 
governing  the  further  implementation  of  the  urban  renewal  plan. 

Such  a  system  of  controls  is  established  by  the  following  conditions: 

1.  The  BRA  shall  complete  that  portion  of  the  Work  Program  leading  up  to 
the  building  mass  and  design  environmental  impact  report  for  Parcels 
A,  B,  and  C.   The  building  mass  and  design  environmental  impact  report 
for  Parcels  A,  B,  and  C  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  Environ- 
mental Affairs  for  review  pursuant  to  Section  62  and  must  be  determined, 
in  the  written  statement  of  said  Secretary,   to  adequately  and  properly 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  said  Section. 

2.  The  BRA  shall  transmit  to  the  Department  such  report  in  relation  to 
which  said  Secretary  has  made  such  statement.   Within  thirty  days 
following  such  transmittal,  the  Authority  must  obtain  the  Department's 
certification,  that,  in  its  independent  judgement,  all  feasible 
measures  have  then  been  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse  environ- 
mental impacts. 

3.  The  BPvA  shall  complete  the  remainder  of  the  Work  Program  in  accordance 
with  its  terms. 

This  system  of  controls  shall  be  enforcible  by  the  Department  by  means  of 
conditions  subsequent  to  any  approval  which  may  be  granted  in  the  manner 
described  below. 


CONDITIONS  SUBSEQUENT  TO  APPROVAL 

If  the  Department,  by  separate  letter,  should  grant  an  approval  of  the 
Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  pursuant  to  section  48  of  Chapter  121B  of  the 
General  Laws,  the  Department  presently  contemplates  that  it  would  make  such 
approval  subject  to  two  sets  of  conditions  subsequent  relating  to  implementation 
of  the  plan. 

The  first  set  of  conditions  is  comprised  of  the  requirements  relating 
to  implementation  of  the  Work  Program  set  forth  above  in  the  section  of  this 
letter  relating  to  the  state/Svironmental  Policy  Act.   The  effect  of  these 
requirements,  operating  as  conditions  subsequent  to  the  approval,  is  set 
forth  below. 

The  second  set  of  conditions  provides  for  prior  approval  by  the 
Department  of  changes  in  important  documents  governing  implementation  of 
the  plan:   the  Letter  of  Intent,  the  Work  Program,  and  the  plan  itself.  If 
an  approval  of  the  plan  is  granted,  the  Department  presently  contemplates 
that  it  would  incorporate  into  the  letter  granting  such  approval,  in 
addition  to  language  to  the  effect  of  the  immediately  preceding  paragraph, 
language  substantially  as  follows: 

The  Department's  findings  are  based  substantially  on  the 
evidence  placed  before  it  by  the  Authority.   Much  of  this 
evidence  relates  to  existing  circumstances;  but  much  of 
the  evidence  relates  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  it  inevitably 
must,  to  intentions,  assurances  and  predictions  about  the 
future.   To  a  great  extent,  the  Department's  approval  of 
the  plan  represents  its  confidence,  based  on  the  evidence, 
that  the  intentions ,  assurances  and  predictions  about 
the  future  have  a  reasonable  likelihood  of  fulfillment  as 
presently  contemplated.   In  making  its  findings  and 
granting  its  approval,  the  Department  has  a  clear  interest 
in  seeing,  and  the  duty  to  take  steps  to  assure  that 
it  will  see,  that  these  future  events  come  to  pass  as 
presently  contemplated.   Therefore,  in  order  to  provide 
further  assurance  that  the  essence  of  the  project  will  not 
be  fundamentally  altered  and  that  the  foundations 
'of  the  Department's  findings  will  not  be  eroded  by  further 
changes  in  important  aspects  of  the  project,  the 
Department's  approval  is  conditioned  upon  the  following 
controls,  the  power  to  exercise  which  the  Department  hereby 
reserves  in  granting  its  approval: 

1.  The  Letter  of  Intent,  or  any  supplement  thereto, 
shall  not  be  changed  without  the  prior  approval 
of  the  Department. 

2.  The  "Work  Program"  for  the  Park  Plaza  Urban 
Renewal  Project,"  a  document  submitted  oy  the 
Redevelopment  Authority  and  dated  1  August 
1973,  or  any  supplement  thereto,  shall  not  be 
changed  without  the  prior  approval  of  the 
Department . 


3.   The  urban  renewal  plan  shall  not  be  changed 
prior  to  the  submission  of  any  proposed 
change  to  the  Department,  and  there  shall  be 
no  major  change  in  the  urban  renewal  plan 
without  the  prior  approval  of  the  Department. 
A  major  change  is  any  change  in  the  boundaries 
of  the  urban  renewal  area,  any  change  in  the 
urban  renewal  plan  objectives,  any  change  in 
the  reuse  or  intensity  of  reuse,  or  any 
change  in  building  height  limitations. 

Because  it  is  the  Department's  intent  that  the  system  of  controls 
on  implementation  of  the  plan  comprised  of  the  two  sets  of 
conditions  subsequent  to  the  approval  not  operate  so  as  to 
cause  uncertainty  or  threaten  to  upset  justifiable  expectations, 
with  the  possible  consequence  of  making  implementation  of  the 
plan  financially  unfeasible,  it  is  the  Department's  intent  that 
any  failure  to  comply  with  any  condition  subsequent  to  the 
approval  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  voiding  the  Department's 
approval  of  the  plan  in  any  respect,  but  that  it  shall  have 
the  sole  effect  of  suspending  the  right  of  the  BRA  or  BUA  to 
proceed  further  with  implementation  of  the  plan  for  the  parcel 
or  parcels  to  which  the  failure  related  until  such  failure  is 
cured;  provided,  however,  that  such  suspension  shall  not 
relieve  BUA  of  any  liability  otherwise  provided  for  default  or 
of  any  obligation  otherwise  provided  to  preceed  with  respect 
to  any  parcel  to  which  such  failure  does  not  relate . 

Further,  because  the  system  of  controls  on  implementation  of 
the  plan  comprised  of  the  two  sets  of  conditions  subsequent 
to  the  approval  is  deemed  by  the  Department  to  be  comprehensive 
and  integrated,  and  because  the  findings  and  approval  of  the 
Department  with  respect  to  the  proposed  project  are  in  part 
based  on  the  availability  of  these  controls  to  the  Department, 
it  is  the  Department's  judgement  that  none  of  the  conditions  is 
severable  from  the  system  of  controls  consistent   with  the 
Department's  duty  to  protect  the  public  interest  and  achieve 
public  purposes.   Therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Department 
that,  if  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  should  finally 
determine,  after  exhaustion  of  appellate  review,  that  any  one 
or  more  of  the  conditions  subsequent  to  the  approval  of  the 
urban  renewal  plan  exceeds  the  powers  of  theDepartment  or  is 
otherwise  uninforceable  by  the  Department  or  improper,  then 
the  approval  of  the  urban  renewal  plan  shall  be  voided  and  the 
plan  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  disapproved  by  the  Department; 
provided,  however,  that  the  voiding  of  such  approval  shall  be 
with  respect  to  only  those  parcels  which  have  not  then  been 
acquired  by  eminent  domain  by  the  BRA.   If  any  provision  of 
the  preseding  sentence  should  likewise  finally  determined  to 


exceed  the  powers  of  the  Department  or  otherwise  be  unenforceable 
by  the  Department  or  improper,  then  the  approval  of  the  urban 
renewal  plan  shall  likewise  be  deemed  to  be  voided. 

I  vould  like  you  to  know  that  I  have  enjoyed  and  greatly  benefitted 
from  our  professional  relationship  concerning  this  project  and  feel  con- 
fident that  we  will  continue  to  work  together  in  the  weeks  and  months 
to  come  in  planning  and  implementing  constructive  programs  of  urban  re- 
development for  the  City  of  Boston.   My  best  to  you  and  your  staff. 


Sincerely  yours , 

Lewis  S.  V.1.  Crampton 

Commissioner   / 

Department  of  Community  Affairs 
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